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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in the current application. Claims 1, 12 and 16 are 
independent claims. Favorable reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully 
requested in view of the following remarks. 

Initially, Applicant notes with appreciation the Examiner's acknowledgment that all 
certified copies pertaining to foreign priority claimed under 35 U.S.C. § 119 have been 
received, the acceptance of the formal drawings filed in October 9, 2003, and the indication 
that the references submitted in the Information Disclosure Statement filed on February 17, 
2005, have been considered. 

35 U.S.C. S 103 fa^ Rejection - LoNDA and Mostafazadeh 

Claims 1-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Londa, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,101,100, in view of Mostafazadeh et al. (hereinafter "Mostafazadeh"), U.S. 
Patent No. 5,783,870. AppUcant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Each of the independent claims 1, 12 and 16 recite conductive studs that extend 
through the enclosure body outside a periphery of the semiconductor chip. Example, non- 
limiting embodiments of this feature are discussed throughout the Specification. The 
Examiner's attention is respectfully directed, for example, to paragraphs [0029]-[0031]. 

Applicant submits that Londa in view of Mostafazadeh fails to teach or suggest the 
conductive studs extending through the enclosure body outside a periphery of the 
semiconductor chip embodiment of the claimed invention. 
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Londa and Mostafazadeh 

The Examiner asserts that "Londa and Mostafazadeh are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavor (Multi-chip package)."^ Applicant submits that 
"analogous art" is not the standard for combination and that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be motivated to combine the teachings of Londa in view of Mostafazadeh when 
the references are properly considered in their entirety. 

Londa is directed to a multi-electronic device package that teaches stacking multiple 
electronic devices 36/40/40' in a single electronic package 10/10' in order to offer "higher 
chip density and less required intercoimect density than two-dimensional multiple chip 
substrates."^ Thus, Londa is directed primary to reducing the package area. 

As shown in Figure 2 (reproduced below in color) Londa teaches that a plurality of 
plated through holes 42, 44, 46 that extend ". . .through [the] first and second substrates 12, 22 
and plane 30 for electrically coupUng the first and second layers of circuitry 20, 27."^ 
Applicant submits that because the holes 42/44/46 (blue) extending through the first and 
second substrate 12/22 (orange), are coupled to the "circuitries" 20 and 27, the holes 42/44/46 
are insulated from the electronic device(s) 40' of the other package structure (yellow). Thus, 
as taught by Londa, the encapsulant 104 (purple) is spaced apart from the holes 42/44/46 
(blue) by what is known as the misalignment margin (green). Accordingly, none of Londa's 
through holes extend through anv portion of the encapsulant. 



' Action, p. 3. 

^ Londa, col. 1, lines 3-5. 

^ Londa, col. 4, lines 16-19. 
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FIGURE2ofLONDA 

Thus, Londa merely represents an embodiment of the conventional art as discussed, for 
example, in paragraphs [0006]-[0009] of the present Specification. 

Conversely, the secondary reference Mostafazadeh is directed to a method for 
connecting packages of a stacked ball grid array structure wherein "[a]n air gap is formed 
between adjacent, stacked packages for cooling,""* Thus, the stacked packages of 
Mostafazadeh are deliberately separated to allow for adequate ventilation. See Figure 5 of 
Mostafazadeh. However, as shown in Figure 2 of Londa (reproduced above), Londa teaches 
that the encapsulant from the first package contacts the encapsulant from the second package 
and thus includes no separation between the encapsulated portions of the packages. 
Accordingly, Londa's encapsulant 104 would block the flow of air between the packages in a 
manner directly contrary to the teachings of Mostafazadeh. Conversely, increasing the space 
between the packages would increase the total area of the stacked structure directly contrary 
to the teachings of Londa. 



^ Mostafazadeh, Abstract. 
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Furthermore, Mostafazadeh teaches that ",..a heat-resistant polymer solder mask 48 
(FIG. 4B) is deposited over the top surface 34 of package 32 leaving a central portion 50 
(FIG. 3B) of the contact pad 40 exposed."^ See Figures 4A-C of Mostafazadeh below. 
Accordingly, the Applicant contends that there is no teaching or suggestion that the 
conductive vias 43, or any structure other than the contact pads 40, would be exposed. 
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FIG. 4A 



FIGURE 4A-C of MOSTAFAZADEH 
Therefore, assuming arguendo, that one of ordinary skill in the art deposited the mask 
48 of Mostafazadeh over the substrate 12/22 of Londa, one skilled in the art would not be 
motivated to extend the holes 42/44/46 through the mask 48. Thus, Applicant submits that 
Londa in view of Mostafazadeh fails to teach or suggest "a plurality of conductive studs 
extending through the enclosure body outside a periphery of the semiconductor chip" as 
recited in independent claims 1 and 12. 



* Mostafazadeh, col. 3, lines 51-54. 
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If the Examiner contends that either of the applied references contains a teaching 
sufficient to motivate one skilled in the art to combine the teachings of Londa and 
Mostafazadeh in the manner suggested. Applicant invites the Examiner to particularlv point 
out this teaching or provide a convincing line of reasoning to support the rejection as required 
hy Ex parte Clapp, 221 USPQ 972 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

In view of the above arguments. Applicant submits that Londa in view of 
Mostafazadeh also fails to teach or suggest "removing an upper portion of the enclosure body 
to expose an upper surface of the conductive studs" as recited in independent claim 16. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection to independent claims 1, 12, 16 and 
claims 2-11, 13-15 and 17-21, at least by virtue of their dependency on independent claims 1, 
12 and 16, respectively, is kindly requested. 

CONCLUSION 

Accordingly, in view of the above, reconsideration of the objections and rejections 
and allowance of each of claims 1-21 in coimection with the present application is eamestly 
solicited. 

Should there be any matters that need to be resolved in the present application; the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number of the 
undersigned below. 
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Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.17 and 1.136(a), Applicants hereby petition for a one (1) 
month extension of time for filing a reply to the outstanding Office Action and submit the 
required $120.00 extension fee herewith. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future 
replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 08-0750 for 
any additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17; particularly, 
extension of time fees. 



Respectfully submitted. 




HARNESS, DICKEY, & PIERCE, P.L.C. 



By 



Johj/A. Castellano, Reg. No. 35,094 



JAC/GPB/CDW:psy 



